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Scientific Broadcasting as a Social Responsibility? 
John Maynard Smith on Radio and Television in the 
1960s and 1970s 
HELEN PIEL* 
 
Abstract 
John Maynard Smith (1920- ? ? ? ? ?ǁĂƐŽŶĞŽĨƌŝƚĂŝŶ ?ƐŵŽƐƚĞŵŝŶĞŶƚĞǀŽůƵƚŝŽŶĂƌǇďŝŽůŽŐŝƐƚƐ ?&ŽƌŽǀĞƌ
forty years, from 1954 onwards, he also regularly appeared on radio and television. He primarily act-
ed as a scientific expert on biology, but in the late 1960s and 1970s he often spoke on the implica-
tions of science (biology and more generally) for society. Through four case studies, this paper anal-
ǇƐĞƐDĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚŝŶŐĂŐĂŝŶƐƚĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƐǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞĂƐǁĞůůĂƐƚŚĞ
relation between science and society in Britain. It finds that while Maynard Smith acknowledged and 
accepted increasing mediation through the BBC and its producers, he stayed publicly and privately 
critical of both format and content decisions in his reflections on the science ? media relationship. At 
the same time, we find that over a decade before the 1985 report by the Royal Society on the public 
understanding of science, Maynard Smith came to think of engagement with the public via the media 
ĂƐƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚ ?ƐƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ?
 
I. Introduction 
 ‘All very very best with your t.v. work.. it is fine ?, wrote the editor of an international poetry maga-
zine to John Maynard Smith after his 1967 What is Life? episode on DNA and evolution.1 By then, one 
ŽĨƌŝƚĂŝŶ ?ƐŵŽƐƚĞŵŝŶĞŶƚĞǀŽůƵƚŝŽŶĂƌǇďŝŽůŽŐŝƐƚƐ was a veteran science communicator with over ten 
years of experience: a popular science article from 1953 and his first book on The Theory of Evolution 
(1958) had established him as a scientist who could not only do science but successfully communi-
cate it to non-specialists too.2 Already in 1954, Maynard Smith had crossed the line from written 
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communication to spoken communication on radio and television. An early-career scientist  W he had 
only graduated four years earlier  W he proved to be a powerful broadcaster and eloquent champion 
for evolution and science who, throughout and alongside his career as a research scientist, continu-
ously used the different media  W written and spoken  W to address and communicate with non-
specialists. As noted by the University of Sussex when awarding Maynard Smith a science doctorate, 
honoris causa,  
He excels as a communicator, being that rare phenomenon  W a scientist who can make sci-
ence comprehensible to a wider audience. And it is this skill that has made his face so famil-
iar to audiences of the  ?Ɛ “Horizon ? programme, his credibility as a media man no doubt 
being enhanced by his uncanny likeness to every child ?s vision of the ideal professor.3  
 
Written popular science is increasingly studied and the earlier emphasis on the nineteenth century is 
now carried over into the twentieth century. This new attention to more recent decades necessitates 
increased study of non-print media for science communication: the radio, television, and the inter-
net. As Jane Gregory and Steve DŝůůĞƌŶŽƚĞĚ ? ‘ ?Ă ?ůƚŚŽƵŐŚƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐĂŶĚƐĐŝĞŶĐĞǁƌŝƚĞƌƐĂĐŚŝĞǀĞĚ
commercial success and popular acclaim with books and articles, their readerships were tiny com-
ƉĂƌĞĚƚŽƚŚĞĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞƐĨŽƌƐĐŝĞŶĐĞďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚƐ ? ?4 There are several general histories of broadcasting in 
Britain, although historical approaches to media studies in general are lacking.5 Scientific broadcast-
ing specifically is still a largely unstudied area in radio and television studies as well as histories, but 
as a number of recent in-depth studies shows, it is not an understudied area. Arne Schirrmacher has 
worked on science broadcasting in the Weimar Republic, Marcel LaFollett has published on the 
American context, and Jean-Baptiste Gouyon has discussed the relation between science and film-
making.6 Tim Boon and Allan Jones focus on scientific broadcasting in Great Britain, writing about 
scientific documentaries in film and television, Horizon, ĂŶĚŵŽƌĞďƌŽĂĚůǇĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞ ?ƐƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ
broadcasting from the beginnings of the BBC, usually going up to the late 1960s.7 Scientific radio 
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broadcasts of the early twentieth century, on the other hand, ŚĂǀĞ ‘ƌĞĐĞŝǀĞĚůŝƚƚůĞĂƚƚĞŶƚŝŽŶ ?ĚĞƐƉŝƚĞ
helping to sŚĂƉĞƌŝƚŝƐŚƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐŽĨƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ ?, as Neil Morley notes in his study of the biologist 
H. Munro Fox FRS (1889-1967) and his popular science.8 For the mid-twentieth century we can look 
at :ĂƌĞĚ<ĞůůĞƌ ?ƐƌĞĐĞŶƚĚŝƐƐĞƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ  “^ĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐ/ŵƉƌĞƐĂƌŝŽ ? ? ? ? ?7), which admirably addresses sci-
ence on BBC radio between 1945 and 1970 by tracing the career of the producer Archibald (Archie) 
Clow.9  
dŚĞĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐŵŝĐƌŽŚŝƐƚŽƌǇŽĨ:ŽŚŶDĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚŝŶŐĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐǁŝůůĚŽƚŚƌĞĞƚŚŝŶŐƐ ?&ŝƌƐƚ ?
it continues the efforts to look at mid-twentieth century popular science, focussing on the 1960s and 
 ? ? ? ?Ɛ ?ƵƚƐĞĐŽŶĚ ?ŝƚǁŝůůƐŚŝĨƚƚŚĞĨŽĐƵƐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞĂŶĚŝƚƐƐĐŝĞŶĐĞƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞƌƐƚŽĂƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚ ?Ɛ
point of view, following the example of Morley and Paul Merchant, who has recently published on 
scientists broadcasting and writing about science and religion in the 1980s, drawing on oral histo-
ries.10 It thus elucidates how scientists as broadcasters both conformed to developments internal to 
the BBC and critically reflected on their relationship with the media. Finally, the focus on one scien-
ƚŝƐƚ ?ƐďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚŝŶŐĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐĂůůŽǁƐthe article to look at both radio and, to a lesser degree, television. 
Four case studies will thus reveal that Maynard Smith acknowledged and accepted increasing media-
tion through the BBC and its producers because radio and television were important outlets for his 
conviction to communicate science to non-specialists. Nonetheless, he stayed publicly and privately 
critical of both format and content decisions in his reflections on the science ? media relationship.  
II. Becoming a broadcaster (1954)  ? Who Knows? (1960) 
John Maynard Smith FRS (1920- ? ? ? ? ? ?ǁŝŶŶĞƌŽĨƚŚĞ ? ? ? ?ƌĂĨŽŽƌĚWƌŝǌĞ ?ďŝŽůŽŐǇ ?ƐĞƋƵŝǀĂůĞŶƚƚŽƚhe 
Nobel Prize) and more, was one of the most influential British evolutionary biologists of the second 
half of the twentieth century. After a few years at University College London (UCL), he spent most of 
his fifty-year long career at the University of Sussex, where he was founding dean of the School of 
Biological Sciences in 1965. Maynard Smith worked on a number of problems but today is best-
known for introducing evolutionary game theory and evolutionarily stable strategies in the 1970s.11  
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/Ŷ ? ? ? ? ?ŚĞǁĂƐǁŽƌŬŝŶŐĂƚh> ?ƐǌŽŽůŽŐǇĚĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚǁŝƚŚ: ? ?^ ?,ĂůĚĂŶĞĂŶĚ,ĞůĞŶ^ƉƵƌǁĂǇ ?WĞƚĞƌ
Medawar had offered him as job as a lecturer, and it was through Medawar that he met Archibald 
ůŽǁ ?ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƌŽĨƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚƐĂƚƚŚĞ ? ‘zŽƵŵĂǇƌĞŵĞŵďĞƌ ? ?ůŽǁǁƌŽƚĞƚŽDĂǇŶĂƌĚ
^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇƚĂůŬĞĚĂďŽƵƚŚŝƐƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŝŶŐĞŶĞƚŝĐƐ ? ‘/ĂŵŶŽǁůŽŽŬŝŶŐĨŽƌƐŽŵĞŶĞǁƚŽƉŝĐƐĨŽƌ
Science Survey and would be very pleased if you would come over and have coffee or tea with me 
some time and explore the possibiůŝƚŝĞƐŝŶƚŚŝƐƐƵďũĞĐƚǁŝƚŚŵĞ ? ?12 Maynard Smith would go on to 
ǁƌŝƚĞĂƐĐƌŝƉƚĨŽƌĂŶĚĚĞůŝǀĞƌĂƚĂůŬŽŶ “DƵůĞƐ ?DĂŝǌĞĂŶĚDŽŶŐƌĞůƐ ? ?ƚŚƵƐĞŶƚĞƌŝŶŐƚŚĞǁŽƌůĚŽĨƐĐŝ ?
ĞŶĐĞďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚŝŶŐŽŶĞǇĞĂƌĂĨƚĞƌƉƵďůŝƐŚŝŶŐŚŝƐĨŝƌƐƚƉŽƉƵůĂƌƐĐŝĞŶĐĞĂƌƚŝĐůĞ ? ?13 The contact with Clow 
proved to be a fruitful one: in 1959  W after two more appearances and with already ongoing prepara-
tions for a three-ƉĂƌƚƐĐŚŽŽůďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚŽŶ ‘>ŽŽŬŝŶŐĂůŝŬĞ ? W Clow asked Maynard Smith to appear on 
his panel show Who Knows?14 The programme had been on air since 1956 and designed for a general 
audience. Iƚ ‘ĚĞǀĞůŽƉĞĚŝŶƚŽŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞŚŝŐŚĞƐƚ-ƌĂƚĞĚƐĞƌŝĞƐŽŶƌĂĚŝŽ ? ?15 The Radio Times adver-
tised it as follows:  
^ĂŵWŽůůŽĐŬƉƵƚƐůŝƐƚĞŶĞƌƐ ?ƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶƐƚŽĂƉĂŶĞůŽĨƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐ ? ? ? ?tŚĂƚŚĂƐďĞĞŶŝŶƚŚĞpapers re-
cently? Russian biologists sacked: cosmic rays interrupt radio again: a new flat TV tube: jet planes 
ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚƚŚĞŚĞĂƚďĂƌƌŝĞƌ PƚŚĞƉĂƚŚŽĨƚŚĞĂƌƚŚ ?ƐĨŝƌƐƚĂƌƚŝĨŝĐŝĂůƐĂƚĞůůŝƚĞ ? 
More information about such events, and what scientists themselves think about them, will be 
heard in the answers given to questions about science, technology, and so on, sent in by listen-
ers.16 
Maynard Smith first appeared in an episode broadcast on 8 January 1960 and last in July 1967.17 In 
that period (possibly including repeats), listeners could have heard him answering their questions 39 
times, ample time for Maynard Smith to establish himself as a public intellectual. His expertise as a 
scientist was asked for, but at the same time he was talking about science in relation to current, not 
necessarily specifically scientific, affairs  W  ‘ǁŚĂƚŚĂƐďĞĞŶŝŶƚŚĞƉĂƉĞƌƐƌĞĐĞŶƚůǇ ? ?While he could 
prepare his answers beforehand, Maynard Smith thus gathered a substantial amount of experience 
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in speaking freely into a microphone on a variety of topics, while staying close to roles he was already 
used to: the teacher and lecturer.18 This role would change over time, however, as the BBC estab-
lished itself and the producers professionalised. Could, and indeed, should you achieve a translation 
of the lecture hall onto the airwaves? As Jones has noted,  
[p]utting a scientist before a microphone did not by itself constitute science broadcasting. 
The broadcasting professional had to frame the broadcast through advice, encouragement, 
advocacy of particular styles of presentation, and other editorial input.19 
While scientists were the experts on the content, producers were the experts on the medium and its 
processes. So while scientists may have preferred the format of lectures and talks, producers were 
more aware of the possibilities and limits of television and radio as spaces for science communica-
tion.20 Thus, as Keller notes, towards the end of the 1960s the BBC began to shift from the original 
straight talk format, in which scientists would write and present their own programmes, to increasing 
mediation through the producer. The interview format ŝƐŽŶĞĞǆĂŵƉůĞŽĨƚŚĞƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐ ?ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐůǇ
being contributors rather than creators. This shift reflected, first, the establishment of the BBC and 
second, a growing critical awareness of science in the British public.21 (Who Knows? was still very 
ŵƵĐŚĂŶŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝǀĞƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞ ?ŝŶĨĂĐƚ ?ůŽǁĨŽƵŶĚƚŚĂƚůŝƐƚĞŶĞƌƐ ‘ƉůĂĐĞĚĂŵƵĐŚŚŝŐŚĞƌƉƌĞŵŝƵŵ
ŽŶŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ?ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶĞŶƚĞƌƚĂŝŶŵĞŶƚ ?22 The programmed last aired in 1967.23) As Aubrey Sing-
er, head of the Features and Science Programmes department since 1963, said in a 1966 lecture, 
 ‘ ?ď ?ƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚŝŶŐŶŽƚŽŶůǇĂĨĨĞĐƚƐďƵƚŝƐĂĨĨĞĐƚĞĚďǇƚŚĞĐůŝŵĂƚĞŽĨŽƉŝŶŝŽŶ ? ?24 Audiences therefore 
needed to be taken into account. Even more important was the fact that producers,  
because they are working continuously in the field, are creative and conscientious journalists 
who can anticipate and fairly reflect what is of sufficient importance to make good television 
and who are aware of reactions to past programs.25 
Thus they were better placed at sugŐĞƐƚŝŶŐƚŽƉŝĐƐƚŚĂŶƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐ ?ƋƵĂůůǇŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚ ? ‘the televising of 
science is a process of television, subject to the principles of programme structure, and the demands 
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of dramatic form. ?26 After all, science often does not lend itself to depiction on television  W much of it 
ŚĂƉƉĞŶƐŝŶƐŝĚĞƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐ ?ŚĞĂĚƐŽƌŝŶǀŽůǀĞƐƉĂƌƚŝĐůĞƐƚŽŽƐŵĂůůŽƌŽďũĞĐƚƐƚŽŽĨĂƌĂǁĂǇƚŽĐĂƉƚƵƌĞŽŶ
film (at least until more recently).27 Scientific broadcasting therefore needs to balance content and 
medium. An even stronger claim was made by José van Dijck, namely that the medium constructs the 
ĐŽŶƚĞŶƚ P ‘ƐĐŝĞŶĐĞĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƌŝĞƐ ?ĂƌĞ ?ĂĨŽƌŵŽĨ “ǀŝƐƵĂůƚŚŝŶŬŝŶŐ ?ŽƌŽĨ “ƉŝĐƚƵƌŝǌŝŶŐƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ ? ?tĞĚŽ
not illustrate science with images, we construct images and deploy media technologies ƚŽ “ƚŚŝŶŬ ?
ƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ ? ?28 Constructivism is a more recent idea in relation to science, but representation  W and mis-
representation  W ŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶŽŶƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐ ?ŵŝŶĚƐƐŝŶĐĞƚŚĞĞĂƌůǇĚĂǇƐŽĨďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚŝŶŐ ? ‘dŚĞŵŽƐƚďŝƚ ?
terly argued controversies in which scientists have found themselves in recent months have been 
ŽǀĞƌƚŚĞĞĚŝƚŝŶŐŽĨĨŝůŵ ? ?ŶŽƚĞĚƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƚƵƌŶĞĚƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƌZ ?t ?ZĞŝĚŝŶ ? ? ? ? PƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐǁĞƌĞĂĨƌĂŝĚŽĨ
misrepresentation by the media.29  
This fear of misrepresentation increased with the amount of mediation through the BBC and the 
shifts in format Keller mentions. Maynard Smith had started broadcasting when straight talks were 
still the standard of scientific programming. He was generally more positive about and comfortable 
with science on the radio than on television and wondered if it may be easier to talk into a micro-
phone than to ĂĐĂŵĞƌĂŽƌŝĨ ‘ƌĂĚŝŽƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƌƐŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶŵŽƌĞǁŝůůŝŶŐƚŽůŽŽŬĨŽƌƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐ ? ?30 Radio 
producers had had more time and experience in establishing formats and programmes than televi-
sion producers had. They also did not face  ‘ƚŚĞďŝŐĐŚĂůůĞŶŐĞĨŽƌƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƌƐĂŶĚƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐ
 ? ? ? to reconcile the inherent unruliness of science with the laws of visualization enforced by a medi-
um primarily valued for its ability to entertaiŶĂůĂƌŐĞĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞǁŝƚŚŵŽǀŝŶŐŝŵĂŐĞƐ ? ?31 Yet over the 
ĐŽƵƌƐĞŽĨDĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐŝŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ ?ƚŚĞĞŵƉŚĂƐŝƐƐŚŝĨƚĞĚĨƌŽŵƌĂĚŝŽƚŽƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ. 
This meant that from the mid- ? ? ? ?ƐŽŶǁĂƌĚƐ ? ‘ŝƚǁĂƐƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶƉĞƌƐŽŶŶĞůůŝŬĞ^ŝŶŐĞƌǁŚŽǁĞƌĞƐĞƚ ?
ting tŚĞƚŽŶĞ ?ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶ ‘ƌĂĚŝŽƉĞƌƐŽŶŶĞůůŝŬĞůŽǁǁŚŽŚĂĚƐĞƚƚŚĞƚŽŶĞĨŽƌƐĐŝĞŶĐĞďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚŝŶŐ
 ? ? ?ƚŚƌŽƵŐŚŽƵƚƚŚĞĨŝƌƐƚǇĞĂƌƐŽĨƚŚĞƉŽƐƚ-ǁĂƌƉĞƌŝŽĚ ? ?32 Maynard Smith kept mostly within his com-
fort zone on the radio but did not neglect television as a medium: in total, he appeared just over one 
hundred times.33  
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He was particularly active in the 1960s. The majority of appearances was on Who Knows?, which 
allowed Maynard Smith to choose which questions to answer and thus how much preparation he 
was willing to put in. That he was continuously asked by producers to contribute is not a surprise 
given the amount of positive feedback from reviewers and audiences.34 Paul Ferris, for instance, once 
ǁƌŽƚĞƚŚĂƚDĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚŚĂĚŐŝǀĞŶ ‘ĂƉĂŝŶůĞƐƐĂĐĐŽƵŶƚŽĨƐŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞŵŽůĞĐƵůĂƌďŝŽůŽŐŝƐƚ ?ƐĚŽŐŵĂƐ
and anti-ĚŽŐŵĂƐ ? ?35 ŵĂŶǁŚŽĐŝƚĞĚ ‘ƚĂůŬŝŶŐ ?ŚĂƐŽŶĞŽĨƚǁŽŚŽďďŝĞƐ ?ƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌǁĂƐŐĂƌĚĞŶŝŶŐ ? ?
Maynard Smith even did so without a script, recording his contribution in two ten-minute bursts: 
afterwards the producer was torn betǁĞĞŶƉƌŝĚĞĂƚŚŝƐƐƉĞĂŬĞƌ ?ƐǀŝƌƚƵŽƐŝƚǇĂŶĚĂŶŶŽǇĂŶĐĞĂƚƚŚĞĨĂĐƚ
that no one would know it was off the cuff.36  
dǁŽƉŽŝŶƚƐŶŽƚƚŽďĞŝŐŶŽƌĞĚǁŚĞŶĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌŝŶŐDĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐŵĞĚŝĂƉƌĞƐĞŶĐĞĂƌĞĨŝƌƐƚ ?ŚŝƐŝŶŝƚŝĂů
geographical proximity to any London-based studios, which helped with regular appearances. Sec-
ond, broadcasting provided some (irregular) additional income. The records at the BBC Written Ar-
chives Centre indicate that he was paid 18 guineas, later 20 guineas, per Who Knows? episode in the 
1960s.37 MayŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůƌĞĐŽƌĚƐŽĨfees and royalties between 1973 and 2002 exist too 
but over such a long period of time they are difficult to interpret in terms of actual income.38 Overall 
however, when weighed against the amount of and time for preparation that went into any broad-
casts by Maynard Smith beforehand, the renumeration was most likely an additional, but not the 
main, motivation for doing science broadcasts. Indeed, Maynard Smith eventually pointed out he 
needed to take a step back after accepting the deanship at Sussex because he would be increasingly 
busy.39 He had taken up that position in 1965  W ironically the year in which he most appeared on the 
BBC. He stayed committed to Who Knows? however, until the programme folded in 1967. 
Who Knows? ĂŶĚŚŝƐŽƚŚĞƌĞĂƌůŝĞƐƚďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚƐǁĞƌĞDĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐƚŝŽŶƚŽďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚŝŶŐ ?
all allowing him a high degree of control over content: he either wrote the complete script or chose 
which questions to answer on ƚŚĞƉĂŶĞů ?dŚŝƐĂůŝŐŶƐǁŝƚŚ<ĞůůĞƌ ?ƐĂŶĂůǇƐŝƐƚŚĂƚŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůůǇ ? ‘ƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐ 
enjoyed a great deal of control over the framing and delivery of science programming on BBC ra-
ĚŝŽ ? ?40 But, as Keller as well as Boon and Jones have pointed out and as the following case studies 
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show, by the 1960s this control was shifting towards BBC staff rather than scientists. The decrease in 
DĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚƐǁĂƐŝŶƉĂƌƚĚƵĞƚŽŽƚŚĞƌĐŽŵŵŝƚŵĞŶƚƐ ?but he also developed a critical 
view of the direction in which the BBC was taking science broadcasting. His contributions changed 
from unmediated to mediated, from self-controlled to BBC-controlled, and he came to dislike the 
impotence of the interviewee and the blurring of fact and fiction in documentaries.  ‘ ?/ ?nterviews, 
news-style reports, and documentaries  ? ? ?placed broadcasters in a position to mediate science and 
scientists by explaining, contextualizing, and summarizing what scientists said ? ?41 As mentioned 
above, this shift was partly due to increasingly critical  attitudes towards science, and to the fact that 
broadcasters increasingly considered themselves as professionals, recognising that there were pro-
cesses behind good radio and television that had less to do with the content and more with the me-
dium.42 Maynard Smith adapted to these changes but not without pointing out to broadcasters when 
he was unhappy with their decisions. His later broadcasting career is thus an example of the changes 
and trends outlined by Boon, Jones and Keller but it must be seen in the context of DĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?Ɛ
own critical reflections, uttered privately and publicly, about the ethical responsibilities of both the 
broadcaster and the scientist towards the public.  
/// ? ‘ŝŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĂĐŬůĂƐŚ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 
Can we see any reflection of the shifting priorities within the BBC towards more mediation of and 
ŵŽƌĞĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞƐŽŶƐĐŝĞŶĐĞŝŶ:ŽŚŶDĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚƐ ?DĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚŽŶĐĞƐĂŝĚ
that he preferred to talk about science itself, that is, about scientific ideas and methods rather than 
ƚŚĞĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞƐŽĨƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ ? ‘DĂŶǇƐĐŝĞŶtific discoveries do have effects on human beings and these 
ĐĂŶƐŽŵĞƚŝŵĞƐďĞƋƵŝƚĞŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚŝŶŐƚŽĚŝƐĐƵƐƐ ? ?ŚĞĐŽŶĐĞĚĞĚǁŚĞŶƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƌDŝĐŬZŚŽĚĞƐĂƐŬĞĚŚŝƐ
opinion on a new radio series, but 
discussions about the effects on human beings of advances in biology (for example, artificial in-
semination) have about as much to do with science as discussions about royalties do with English 
literature.43 
 9 
 
Rhodes had specified that  ‘ ?Ă ?ŶǇ subject that includes people is intrinsically of greater interest than 
ŽŶĞǁŚŝĐŚůĞĂǀĞƐƵƐŽƵƚ ?.44 Looking more closely, however, only a few of DĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?Ɛ broadcasts 
are discussions of scientific content and method only. His earliest, scripted talks were most fully un-
der his control and are the closest to this preference of his.45 On Who Knows?, he could still choose 
which questions to answer and how, although he was constrained by the kind of questions that were 
sent in. Moving into the late 1960s, Maynard Smith increasingly appeared as an interviewee on pro-
grammes discussing social implications of science, some of which, he eventually agreed with Rhodes, 
 ‘ĐŽƵůĚďĞŝŶƚĞƌĞƐƚŝŶŐ ?ĞǀĞŶŝĨƚŚĞǇĂƌĞ ‘ŶŽƚƌĞĂůůǇƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ ? ?46 Thus he was one of ten leading British 
ďŝŽůŽŐŝƐƚƐŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁĞĚďǇƐĐŝĞŶĐĞũŽƵƌŶĂůŝƐƚ'ĞƌĂůĚ>ĞĂĐŚĨŽƌ ‘ŝŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĂĐŬůĂƐŚ ? ?ĂĨŽƵƌ-part radio 
ĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƌǇƉƌŽĚƵĐĞĚďǇZŚŽĚĞƐ ?/ŶDĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐĂƌĐŚŝǀĞ ?ĐŽƌƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶĐĞĐŽŶĐĞƌŶŝŶŐƚŚŝƐƐĞ ?
ries follows immediately after the above exchange on what kind of new series might be worthwhile, 
ĂŶĚDĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐĚŝƐŵŝƐƐĂůŽĨƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞƐƚŚĂƚĂƌĞůĞƐƐĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚǁŝƚŚƐĐŝĞŶĐĞŝƚƐĞůĨĂŶĚŵŽƌĞ
with its effects. Maynard Smith did link research to the question of consequences and discussed 
these both in programmes and in related essays. A year previously, he had in fact been interviewed 
about the control of birth and death, and in 1969, he was going to talk about  ‘The conscience of the 
ƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚ ? (see below); the Horizon episode  “Pesticides and posterity ?(1964) addressed questions 
ƐŝŵŝůĂƌƚŽDĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚƐŽĨ ? ? ? ?ĂŶĚ ? ? ? ? P ‘ƚŚĞƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐĂŶĚŵŽƌĂůĂƐƉĞĐƚƐ ?ĂƐǁĞůůĂƐ
environmental and long-term consequences of research into and the use of chemicals.47 The differ-
encĞďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞƐĞƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞƐŝƐƚŚĂƚŝŶĂůů ?ĞǆĐĞƉƚĨŽƌ ‘dŚĞĐŽŶƐĐŝĞŶĐĞŽĨƚŚĞƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚ ? ?DĂǇŶĂƌĚ
^ŵŝƚŚǁĂƐĂŶŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁĞĞ ?ŵĞĚŝĂƚĞĚďǇƉĞƌƐŽŶŶĞů ?dŚĞǇĐŽŶĨŝƌŵ<ĞůůĞƌ ?ƐŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƐĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞ
 ?Ɛshifts from the point of view of one of the scientists working with them. 
 ‘Biological Backlash ? (broadcast in March 1967) cŽǀĞƌĞĚĨŽƵƌƚŚĞŵĞƐ P “/ŵƉĂĐƚŽŶĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ ? ? “/ŵ ?
pact on ŵĂŶ ? ? “ǀŽŝĚŝŶŐĂĐƚŝŽŶ ? ?ĂŶĚ “ƌĞĂŵƐĂŶĚgŽĂůƐ ? ?48 Next to Maynard Smith, Leach inter-
viewed W. H. Thorpe, Alex Comfort, Joseph Hutchinson, John Kendrew, Palmer Newbould, J.W.S. 
Pringle, C.H. Waddington, J.N. Morris and Donald Broadbent.49 All interviews were pre-recorded for 
the series, a method of which Maynard Smith grew to be sceptical:  ‘/ŶĨĂĐƚ ?ŝƚĚŽĞƐŶ ?ƚ much matter 
 10 
 
what you say when interviewed for a television programme, ?ŚĞǁŽƵůĚƌĞŵĂƌŬŝŶ ? ? ? ? ?  ‘unless you 
have the strength of mind to insist on being interviewed live. The producer usually films about fifteen 
minutes, and uses one. ?50 This remark echoes ƚŚĞƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƚƵƌŶĞĚƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƌZĞŝĚ ?ƐƌĞŵĂƌŬ ?ƋƵŽƚĞĚ
above: that scientists and producers were not seeing eye to eye on the broadcasting process of edit-
ing, fearing to be quoted out of context or to otherwise be misrepresented.  ‘ŝŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĂĐŬůĂƐŚ ?ŝƐ
one of the early examples of increasingly mediated scientists and of the producer overruling the sci-
entist in what is interesting and in how to present it, and it put into practice ZŚŽĚĞƐ ?ĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚĨŽƌ
ŚƵŵĂŶƐĂŶĚƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞƐŽǀĞƌDĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐƉƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞĨŽƌŝĚĞĂƐ ?ƵĚŝĞŶĐĞƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ
reports  W which were based on questionnaires sent out to a panel of viewers ?ǁŚŽŐĂǀĞ ‘Ămark out 
of a ten  ? ? ?, averaged out to a percentaŐĞ ?  W show that the average ratings for each episode were 70, 
67, 66 and 73 respectively.51 All of these were above the average for programmes, known as the Re-
action or Appreciation Index, on the Third Programme of the previous year, which had been 62. 
 ‘[T]he Commentators praised the speakers for speaking lucidly and expertly, without using jargon or 
being patronising, but mostly the programme for its subject matter.52  
dŚĞƐƵďũĞĐƚŵĂƚƚĞƌĂŶĚƐƚǇůĞŽĨ ‘ŝŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĂĐŬůĂƐŚ ?ĞǆŵƉůŝĨŝĞĚƚŚĞ ?ƐƐŚŝĨƚŝŶŐĐŽŶĐĞrns in sci-
ĞŶĐĞďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚŝŶŐĂƐǁĞůůĂƐZŚŽĚĞƐ ?ĂƉƉƌŽĂĐŚƚŽŝƚ P
The point of many of ZŚŽĚĞƐ ? programmes was not to simply blame science for the problems
 of the 1960s [ ? ? ? In fact, many of ZŚŽĚĞƐ ? programmes that were critical of science never-
theless also looked to science and scientists for answers.53 
Hired by Rhodes, Leach chose extracts from his interviews which he then linked and framed with 
short interludes, either transitioning from one sub-theme to the next or from one speaker to anoth-
er. He thus created a narrative and set the tone, summarised views and drew conclusions; he is the 
mediator between the scientists and the audience.  ‘>ĞĂĐŚǁĂƐƋƵŝƚĞůŝƚĞƌĂůůǇƚĂŬŝŶŐŽǀĞƌƚŚĞĐŽŵŵƵ ?
ŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƐĐŝĞŶĐĞĨƌŽŵƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐ ? ?54 While Leach was in control of the framing, he still relied on his 
ƐƵďũĞĐƚƐ ?ĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞ ?In terms of content, each scientist talked about the theme from this professional 
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point of view, as zoologists, physicians, ecologists or psychologists. But there were also comments on 
larger, social issues  W and these were often instigated by Leach. Thus in the second half of episode 3, 
 “ǀŽŝĚŝŶŐĂĐƚŝŽŶ ? ?>ĞĂĐŚŵŽǀĞĚƚŽƚŚĞƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉďĞƚǁĞĞŶƐĐŝĞŶĐĞĂŶĚŐŽǀĞƌŶŵĞŶƚ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĞƌŽůĞŽĨ
the former in the latter.  
/ĨƐŽĐŝĞƚǇǁŽŶ ?ƚĐĂůůĨŽƌďŝŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĂĚǀŝĐĞƐƵĨĨŝĐŝĞŶƚůǇ ?ŝƐŶ ?ƚŝƚƵƉƚŽďŝŽůŽŐŝƐƚƐ ?ĂŶĚŽƚŚĞƌƐĐŝĞŶ ?
tists, and technologists to force advice on us? [...] To act as a front line early warning system 
and solution-finding system for progress I put this challenge to several biologists and got, on 
the whole, rather pessimistic answers.55 
The three biologists whose extracts were chosen to comment were Maynard Smith, Thorpe, a zoolo-
gist and ethologist, and Kendrew, a biochemist and crystallographer. The latter two in particular 
talked about a lack of science-government dialogue. Kendrew, 1962 Nobel Laureate and a member of 
the Council for Scientific Policy, did not have much hope in scientists branching out from their spe-
ĐŝĂůŝƐŵƐƚŽƚĂůŬĂďŽƵƚƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐĞůƐĞďĞĐĂƵƐĞĨŽƌŵŽƐƚƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐƚŚŝƐǁŽƵůĚĞƋƵĂů ‘ƐĞlling their 
ƐŽƵůƐ ? ?56 And while in America scientists seemed involved in advising policymakers through commit-
tee work, in Britain   
ŽŶĞ ?ƐĂůǁĂǇƐƵƉĂŐĂŝŶƐƚƚŚĞĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚǇ ?ǁŝƚŚĂŶǇŬŝŶĚŽĨƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐĂĚǀŝƐŽƌǇŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŽŶǁŚŝĐŚŝƐ
mounted, of finding the peoplĞƚŽŝƚ PƉĞŽƉůĞǁŚŽƚŚŝŶŬŝƚ ?ƐǁŽƌƚŚĚŽŝŶŐ ?ƉĞŽƉůĞǁŚŽŚĂǀĞĂŶǇ
kind of experience or interest in it; you find yourself always going round the same little 
gang.57 
Thorpe commented that American-style Technological Assessment Boards were desirable, if they 
worked. Organisations like the Royal Society already advised the government, and biologists were 
more fairly presented now than before. But at the same time, looking at the number of committees, 
out of over sixty less than a dozen dealt with biological issuĞƐ ?/ĨŚƵŵĂŶƐǁĞƌĞƚŽ ‘ƐƵƌǀŝǀĞŝŶĂŶǇŬŝŶĚ
ŽĨĚŝŐŶŝĨŝĞĚǁĂǇ ?ƚŚŝƐŝŵďĂůĂŶĐĞŶĞĞĚĞĚƚŽďĞĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞĚ ?58  
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Maynard Smith who, in terms of science, was asked by Leach to discuss antibiotics and radiation as 
well as chemicals in foodstuffs and environmental biology, also moved beyond his specific scientific 
ƚŽƉŝĐƐ ?ƚŽŶĞƉŽŝŶƚ ?>ĞĂĐŚĂƐŬĞĚ ‘ŝĨŝƚǁĂƐŶ ?ƚĂƉƌŝŵĞĚƵƚǇĨŽƌĂůůƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐƚŽƐƉĞůůŽƵƚĂƐĐůĞĂƌůǇĂƐ
ƉŽƐƐŝďůĞƚŚĞŝŵƉůŝĐĂƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞŝƌǁŽƌŬ ? ?59 Maynard Smith agreed, but pointed out that for most sci-
ĞŶƚŝƐƚƐ ?ƚŚŝƐǁĂƐŶŽƚĂƚƚŚĞĨŽƌĞĨƌŽŶƚŽĨƚŚĞŝƌŵŝŶĚƐǁŚĞŶĚŽŝŶŐƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ P ‘WĞƌŚĂƉƐ/ĐŽƵůĚĚŝŐƌĞƐƐ ? ? ? ? ?
ĂŶĚƐŝŵƉůǇƚĂůŬĨŽƌĂŵŽŵĞŶƚĂďŽƵƚǁŚĂƚƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐĚŽƚŚŝŶŬĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞŝƌĚƵƚŝĞƐ ? ?dŚĞƐĞĚƵƚŝĞƐĂƌĞ
different to the ones other, older, professions have. Whereas the Hippocratic Oath, for example, is in 
ƉůĂĐĞƚŽƉƌŽƚĞĐƚƚŚĞƉĂƚŝĞŶƚ ?ƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐ ?ĞƚŚŝĐƐ ‘ĂƌĞĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚƚŽĚĞĨĞŶĚŽƵƌƐĞůǀĞƐĂƐƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐ ?zŽƵ
ŬŶŽǁ ?ǇŽƵĚŽŶ ?ƚƚĞůůůŝĞƐ ?ǇŽƵĚŽŶ ?ƚƉŝŶĐŚŽƚŚĞƌƉĞŽƉů  ?ƐŝĚĞĂƐ ?ǇŽƵĚŽŶ ?ƚƉƵďůŝƐŚƌĞƐƵůƚƐǁŚŝĐŚĂƌĞ
noƚƌĞůŝĂďůĞ ? ?Ƶƚ ?DĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞĚ ? ‘ ?ƚ ?ŚĞƌĞŝƐŶŽĐŽŵƉĂƌĂďůĞƐĞƚŽĨĞƚŚŝĐĂůƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐŝŶ
ƐĐŝĞŶĐĞĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĞĚǁŝƚŚŽƵƌĞĨĨĞĐƚƐƵƉŽŶƚŚĞŐĞŶĞƌĂůƉƵďůŝĐ ? ?60 
Moreover, scientists focused on immediate research problems rather than consequences because 
theǇĐŽƵůĚŶŽƚďĞƐƵƌĞƚŽƐŽůǀĞƚŚĞƐĞƚƉƌŽďůĞŵƐ P ‘/ƚŝƐ ?ŝŶĂƐĞŶƐĞĂŶĞǆĐƵƐĞ ?ĂŶĚŶŽƚĂǀĞƌǇƐƚƌŽŶŐ
excuse  W the only excuse I have for not really spending an awful lot of time, other than a kind of sci-
ence fictional kind of imagining, wondering about what would happen if one found a cure for ageing 
 W ŵǇƌĞĂůĞǆĐƵƐĞĨŽƌƚŚŝƐŝƐƚŚĂƚ/ĚŽŶ ?ƚƌĞĂůůǇĞǆƉĞĐƚŽĨŝŶĚĂĐƵƌĞĨŽƌĂŐĞŝŶŐ ? ?61 (Over the past few 
decades, the field of ethical technology assessment (ETA) has made use of scenarios  W Maynard 
^ŵŝƚŚ ?Ɛ ‘ƐĐŝĞŶĐĞĨŝĐƚŝŽŶĂůŬŝŶĚŽĨŝŵĂŐŝŶŝŶŐ ? Wexactly in order to determine, as much as possible, any 
possible hard and soft outcomes of newly developed science and technology so as to avoid (negative) 
unintended consequences.62) Leach then asked if scientists ought to consider their topic of research 
ŵŽƌĞĐĂƌĞĨƵůůǇ ?ŽƌƚŽĐŚŽŽƐĞƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐ ‘ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐŽĨƐŽĐŝĂůǀĂůƵĞ ? ?,ĞƌĞDĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚǁĂƐůĞƐƐǁŝůů ?
ŝŶŐƚŽĂŐƌĞĞ ?ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚŚĞĐŽŶĐĞĚĞĚƚŚĂƚ ‘ĂƚůĞĂƐƚǁĞŵŝŐŚƚŚĂǀĞĂŶĞƚŚŝĐĂďŽƵƚŶŽƚĚĞůŝďĞƌĂƚĞůǇ
choosing research which is ůŝŬĞůǇƚŽďĞůĞƚŚĂů ? ?DŽƌĞŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶƚĨŽƌDĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚǁĂƐƚŚĂƚƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ
ought to be an open and international business  W when that is given, science is at its best.63 
Thus, Maynard Smith did talk both about ideas and people. While the details or methods of science 
are less prominent, the question about responsibility and codes of conduct in and for science and 
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scientists are clearly something Maynard Smith thought about and considered important. How much 
ďĞĐŽŵĞƐĐůĞĂƌŝŶĂŶŽƚŚĞƌďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚ P “dŚĞĐŽŶƐĐŝĞŶĐĞŽĨ ƚŚĞƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚ ? ? ? ? ? ? ?, our next case-study. 
But  ‘ŝŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĂĐŬůĂƐŚ ? also exemplifies one more thing: a good interviewer who could establish 
rapport with their interviewees and a good relationship between producer and scientist can prevent 
(or at least ameliorate) misgivings in scientists about mediation. Further correspondence concerning 
 ‘ŝŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĂĐŬůĂƐŚ ?ƐŚŽǁƐƚŚĂƚafter the interview, Rhodes wrote to Maynard Smith once more. He 
had been fascinated by the conversation between Leach and him and it would be a shame not to use 
all the material. Rhodes asked if Maynard Smith would agree to his interview being a broadcast in 
itself.64 Maynard Smith did agree  W ďƵƚĂƐŬĞĚƚŽƐĞĞĂĨƵůůƚƌĂŶƐĐƌŝƉƚĨŝƌƐƚ ? ‘/ĂŵƐƵƌĞ/ƐĂŝĚĂŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨ
extremely stupid things to Leach on the assumption that he would remove the most stupid of 
ƚŚĞŵ ? ?65 Maynard Smith relied on Leach, trusting him to mediate without misrepresenting what had 
been said. ĨƚĞƌƌĞĂĚŝŶŐƚŚĞƚƌĂŶƐĐƌŝƉƚ ?DĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚƌĞŵĂƌŬĞĚƚŚĂƚŚĞǁĂƐ ‘ŚŽƌƌŝĨŝĞĚƚŽƐĞĞǁŚĂƚ/
ƐĂŝĚƵŶĚĞƌƚŚĞŝŶĨůƵĞŶĐĞŽĨĚƌŝŶŬďƵƚ/ƐƵƉƉŽƐĞŝƚŝƐŽŶůǇĨĂŝƌƚŽůĞƚŝƚƐƚĂŶĚ ? ?,ĞĞǆƚĞŶĚĞĚƚŚĞƚƌƵƐƚ
from Leach to Rhodes, requesting one sub-clause to be cut but leaving the rest to his digression.66 
dŚĞĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁǁĂƐďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚ ? ?KĐƚŽďĞƌ ? ? ? ? ?ĞŶƚŝƚůĞĚ “ŐĞŶĞƚŝĐŝƐƚ ?ƐǀŝĞǁ ? ?67 
/s ? “dŚĞŽŶƐĐŝĞŶĐĞŽĨƚŚĞ^ĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚ ? ?ƚŚĞ^^Z^ ? ?  ? ? ? 
 “dŚĞĐŽŶƐĐŝĞŶĐĞŽĨƚŚĞƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚ ?was broadcast on 7 July 1969 and does two things: in terms of for-
mat, it is an example of the original mode of presenting science on the radio  W a straight talk, pre-
recorded on 20 May 1969.68 There is no questioning by an interviewer, no mediation by the BBC. In 
terms of content, however, it reflects the more critical, reflective attitude towards science. It does so 
from within ƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ ?ŐŝǀŝŶŐDĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞǁŚŝĐŚǁĂƐŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůůǇĂŝŵĞĚĂƚĨĞůůŽǁƐĐŝĞŶ ?
ƚŝƐƚƐ ?ƚƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƚŝŵĞ ?ĂĐŽŵƉĂƌŝƐŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚƚŽƚŚĂƚŽĨ “ŐĞŶĞƚŝĐŝƐƚ ?ƐǀŝĞǁ ?ƐŚŽǁƐƚŚĂƚŵĂŶǇ
points of the 1969 talk are extensions, even intensifications, of the 1967 interview. Maynard Smith 
picked up on things he and Leach had discussed in terms of the consequences of science, intended 
and unintended, and whether scientists had a responsibility towards society with regards to these 
consequences and their work more generally. 
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For Maynard Smith, science is fundamentally driven by curiosity and the sense of satisfaction one 
gets from ƐŽůǀŝŶŐĂƉƌŽďůĞŵ ?ƵƚĚŽŝŶŐƐĐŝĞŶĐĞĨŽƌƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ ?ƐƐĂŬĞhad become difficult to argue in the 
light of developments during and after World War II: because of often unintended or unforeseeable 
consequences, a view was emerging ƚŚĂƚƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐƐŚŽƵůĚƉĞƌŚĂƉƐ ‘ďĞƌĂƚŚĞƌŵŽƌĞƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďůĞĂďŽƵƚ
ǁŚĂƚƚŚĞǇĚŽ ? ?69 While he had been hedging in the interview with Leach, Maynard Smith now assert-
ed that scientists do in fact have a special responsibility towards the public, they do need a code of 
conduct, and they do need to be publicly and politically active  W whether they like it or not. The an-
swer to the problem of unknown consequences cannot be to stop doing science, however, as conse-
quences might be either harmful or beneficial. It also cannot be to shift responsibility to the govern-
ment or society alone P ‘EŽŽƚŚĞƌƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶǁŽƵůĚĂĐĐĞƉƚƚŚŝƐĂƌŐƵŵĞŶƚ ? ?70 ƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚ ?ƐƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ
lies in accepƚŝŶŐĨŝƌƐƚ ? ‘ƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĐŽŶƐĞƋƵĞŶĐĞƐŽĨƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐƌĞƐĂƌĐŚĂƌĞŶŽƚŝŶĚŝǀŝĚƵĂůďƵƚƉƵďůŝĐ ?ĂŶĚ
ƐĞĐŽŶĚ ?ƚŚĂƚƚŚĞǇ ‘ŐŝǀĞƌŝƐĞƚŽƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůƉƌŽďůĞŵƐ ?ĂŶĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƐĞƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůƉƌŽďůĞŵƐĂƌĞƵŶůŝŬĞůǇƚŽďĞ
ƐŽůǀĞĚƵŶůĞƐƐƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐƉůĂǇƚŚĞŝƌƉĂƌƚŝŶƐŽůǀŝŶŐƚŚĞŵ ? ?71 In other words, knowledge means responsi-
bility, and scientists needed to acknowledge this, share their knowledge (for instance on advisory 
boards, like Maynard Smith had done in the 1950s), and generally leave their labs to engage with 
society.72 
How come Maynard Smith gave a pre-recorded talk on this topic, rather than discussing it in an in-
ƚĞƌǀŝĞǁŽƌŽŶĂƉĂŶĞů ?ůŝŬĞŚĞŚĂĚƐŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞŝƐƐƵĞƐǁŝƚŚ>ĞĂĐŚ ? “dŚĞĐŽŶƐĐŝĞŶĐĞŽĨƚŚĞƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚ ?
grew out of a talk he had already delivered elsewhere: at the inaugural meeting of the British Society 
ĨŽƌ^ŽĐŝĂůZĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇŝŶ^ĐŝĞŶĐĞ ?^^Z^ĨŽƌƐŚŽƌƚ ?ĂŶĚ ‘ŝƐƌƵƐ ?ƚŽƐŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞŝƌĨƌŝĞŶĚƐ ? ?73 The socie-
ƚǇ ?ƐĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶǁĂƐĂƌĞĂĐƚŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞƐŚŝĨƚŝŶŐĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞƐƚŽǁĂƌĚƐƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ ?ƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƚŚĂƚŝŶĨŽƌŵĞĚƚŚĞ
 ?ƐŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐůǇƌĞĨůĞĐƚŝǀĞĂƚƚŝƚƵĚĞƚŽǁĂƌĚƐƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ P ‘/Ŷ ? ? ? ?ŐƌŽǁŝŶŐĂǁĂƌĞŶĞƐƐƚŚĂƚƐĐŝĞŶĐĞŶŽƚ
only provided benefits but also created severe problems led to the formation of the Brit. Soc. Soc. 
ZĞƐƉ ? ?74 dŚĞŵĞĞƚŝŶŐƚŽŽŬƉůĂĐĞŽŶ ? ?Ɖƌŝů ? ? ? ?ĂƚƚŚĞZŽǇĂů^ŽĐŝĞƚǇ ‘ƚo the congratulations of most 
ǁŝƚŶĞƐƐĞƐ ?EĂƚƵƌĞĞǆĐĞƉƚĞĚ ? ? ?75 Earlier in 1969, Maynard Smith had been one of many scientists 
whom Nobel Laureate Maurice Wilkins approached in a circular letter. Wilkins was looking for sup-
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ƉŽƌƚŝŶĨŽƵŶĚŝŶŐĂŶŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶ ‘ƚŽ examine the moral + social issues involved in scientific research + 
ĞĚƵĐĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?76 Among the scientists contacted were J.D. Bernal, Sir Lawrence Bragg, Francis Crick, Sir 
Julian Huxley, Sir Peter Medawar and Max PeruƚǌĂƐǁĞůůĂƐ ‘KƚŚĞƌƐ ?ŶŽƚ&Z^ ?.77 As of 2 April 1969, 
Wilkins and his five co-authors (C.F. Powell, M. Pollock, R.L. Smith, D.H. Butt and S. Rose) had re-
ĐĞŝǀĞĚ ? ?ůĞƚƚĞƌƐŽĨƐƵƉƉŽƌƚ ?DĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐĂŵŽŶŐƚŚĞŵ ?78 DĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐƚĂůŬƐŚŽǁƐǁŚǇ PŚŝƐ
views aligned clearly with the aims of the BSSRS:  ‘ƚŽŬĞĞƉĂŶĞǇĞŽŶǁŚĂƚŐŽĞƐŽŶŝŶƚŚĞďĂĐŬƌŽŽŵƐ
ŽĨƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ ? ? ‘ƐƉŽŶƐŽƌĞĚƐĞĐƌĞƚƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ? ?ƐŚŽƵůĚŶŽƚďĞĐŽŵĞĂƐƌŝĨĞŝŶƌŝƚĂŝŶĂƐŝŶƚŚĞhŶŝƚĞĚ^ƚĂƚĞƐ ? ?
 ‘ƚŚĞŝĚĞĂŽĨŬŶŽǁůĞĚŐĞĨŽƌŝƚƐŽǁŶƐĂŬĞĂƐũƵƐƚŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶĨŽƌĚŽŝŶŐƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚŵƵƐƚďĞĞǆĂŵŝŶed 
ǀĞƌǇĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůůǇ ?.79 Internally, however, there was a sense of disappointments with the speeches as a 
ǁŚŽůĞ ?ŐŝǀĞŶĂ ‘ůĂĐŬŽĨĐŽŶĐƌĞƚĞĂĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ ?ǁŚŝĐŚǁĂƐďůĂŵĞĚŽŶ ‘ŶŽƚĞŶŽƵŐŚďƌŝĞĨŝŶŐ ? ?80 Maynard 
^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐůĂƚĞƌ ?ĂĐƚƵĂů ?ŝŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚƐĞĞŵƐƚŽŚĂǀĞďĞĞŶůŝŵŝted too. Although he tentatively agreed to 
be a full-time ŵĞŵďĞƌŽĨƚŚĞƐŽĐŝĞƚǇ ?Ɛ^ĐŝĞŶĐĞĚǀŝƐŽƌǇŽĂƌĚ ?ŚĞŵĂŬĞƐŶŽĂƉƉĞĂƌĂŶĐĞŽŶƚŚĞůŝƐƚŽĨ
attendees for the first meeting.81 
Ritchie Calder, science correspondent with the Daily Herald, dubbed the scientists involved in the 
ĨŽƵŶĚŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞ^^Z^ “ƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐŚŝƉƉŝĞƐ ? ?ďƵƚŶŽƚŶĞŐĂƚŝǀĞůǇ ?82 ZĂƚŚĞƌ ?ŚĞǁĂƐŐůĂĚ ‘ƚŚĞŝŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞŚĂĚ
ďĞĞŶƚĂŬĞŶďǇƚŚĞǇŽƵŶŐĞƌƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐ ? ?83 In addition, the BSSRS promised to be a British equivalent to 
the Pugwash movement, ĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŚĞƐŽĐŝĞƚǇĨĞůƚ ‘ƚŚĂƚW ?ǁĂƐŶŽƚǀĞƌǇĂĐƚŝǀĞ ?ŚĂĚůŝƚƚůĞĂƉƉĞĂů ?ĂŶĚ
ůŝƚƚůĞĐĂƐŚ ? ?84 But the long-term effects and radicalism of the BSSRS, which folded in the early 1990s, 
are sometimes debated as well. In fact, in its early years, the society waƐ ‘ƌĞĂƐŽŶĂďůǇĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚŵĞŶƚ ?
ǁŝƚŚŵĞŵďĞƌƐ ‘ĨŽůůŽǁŝŶŐŝŶĂůŽŶŐƚƌĂĚŝƚŝŽŶŽĨƐŽĐŝĂůŝƐƚƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐ ?.85 Scientists like the crystallogra-
pher J.D. Bernal (whom Maynard Smith knew, even if not well) had been attracted to socialism; in-
deed, Bernal became the persŽŶŝĨŝĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨ “ƌĞĚƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ ?whose ŝĚĞĂƐǁĞƌĞ ‘ŝŶŝƚŝĂůůǇǀĞƌǇŝŶĨůƵĞŶƚŝĂů
in wartime and post-ǁĂƌƌŝƚĂŝŶ ? ?86 ĐĐŽƌĚŝŶŐƚŽĞƌŶĂů ?ƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ ‘ǁĂƐƚŽďĞĐĂƌƌŝĞĚŽŶĨŽƌƚŚĞ “ďĞŶĞ ?
ĨŝƚŽĨŚƵŵĂŶŝƚǇĂƐĂǁŚŽůĞ ? ? ?ǁŚŝĐŚƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚĂƌĞŽƌŐĂŶŝƐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞ ‘ƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ ?Ĩunding and manage-
ŵĞŶƚŽĨƐĐŝĞŶĐĞŝŶƚŚĞĐĂƉŝƚĂůŝƐƚĞĐŽŶŽŵŝĞƐ ? ?87 Jacob Bronowski, a mathematician and historian, even 
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ĂƌŐƵĞĚĨŽƌƚŚĞ ‘ŵŽƌĂůƐƵƉĞƌŝŽƌŝƚǇŽĨƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ ? ?ŝŶƐŝƐƚŝŶŐƚŚĂƚ ‘ƐĐŝĞŶĐĞĂŶĚƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐǁĞƌĞƚŚĞƐƚĂŶĚĂƌĚ-
ďĞĂƌĞƌƐŽĨƚƌƵƚŚ ? ?88  
ƌŝƚĂŝŶ ?ƐŚŝƐƚory of left-leaning scientists, politically active in the 1930s, continued in the BSSRS. The 
new generation had the blessing of the older one, some of whom wrote in support to Wilkins and the 
ŽƚŚĞƌĨŽƵŶĚĞƌƐ ?.89 American visitors to the UK in the 1970s voiced their wonder at this situation, 
ƐŽŵĞƉŽƐŝƚŝǀĞůǇ ?ŽƚŚĞƌƐĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůůǇ ?:ŽĞ,ĂŶůŽŶĚĞƐĐƌŝďĞĚƚŚĞ^^Z^ĂƐ ‘part of the establishment, effec-
ƚŝǀĞůǇ ?ŝƚ ?ƐƚŚĞůĞĨƚĞĚŐĞŽĨƚŚĞĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚŵĞŶƚ ?dŚĂƚǁĂƐǀĞƌǇǁĞŝƌĚ ?/ƚ was ĂďƐŽůƵƚĞůǇǁŽŶĚĞƌĨƵů ? ?90 
Richard C. Lewontin, while he agreed with the sentiment, felt that it made BSSRS ineffective: 
I have never been anywhere where Marxism is so respectable as Britain. Half of the people in 
the University of Sussex over the age of 40 are former members of the CP [Communist Par-
ty]. The Student Union representing every student on the Campus is 100% Marxist as far as I 
can tell from its meetings. Yet the left is in bad shape because it is so respectable. I have the 
feeling that it is  ? ? ?A? “ƌĂĚŝĐĂůĐŚŝĐ ? ?dŚĞƌĞŝƐǀŝƌƚƵĂůůǇŶŽĂƚƚĞŵƉƚƚŽĚŽƌĞĂůĂŐŝƚĂƚŝŽŶŝĨŝƚŝŶ ?
volves the slightest bit of unpleasantness. The most they will do is make a polite demonstra-
tion in front of the US Embassy, and I do mean polite.91   
Lewontin was a biologist wŚŽƐƚĂǇĞĚĂƚ^ƵƐƐĞǆ ?Ɛ^ĐŚŽŽůŽĨŝŽůŽŐŝĐĂů^ĐŝĞŶĐĞƐ ?dŚĞƐĐŚŽŽů ?ƐĚĞĂŶ ?
since its foundation in 1965, was of course none other than John Maynard Smith. 
WƵďůŝĐĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚĂŶĚ ‘ƉƵďůŝĐƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐŽĨƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ ?ĂƐƐƵĐŚƐƚĂƌƚĞĚĂĨƚĞƌtŽƌůĚtĂƌII, and the 
ƌŝƚŝƐŚůĞĨƚĨĞůƚƚŚĂƚ ‘ƐŽĐŝĞƚǇǁĂƐƚŽĚĞĐŝĚĞƚŚĞĚŝƌĞĐƚŝŽŶ ?ŵĞĂŶƐĂŶĚŽƵƚƉƵƚƐŽĨƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ ? ?ƚƚŚĞƐĂŵĞ
ƚŝŵĞ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ƚŚŝƐƉĞƌƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞǁĂƐƐƚŝůů ‘ƚŝŶŐĞĚǁŝƚŚĞůŝƚŝƐŵ ?ŝŶƚŚĂƚŝƚƉƵƚƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐĂƐƚŚĞƐŽƵƌĐĞŽĨ
information and opinion about science, and envisioned them gaining positions of power through the 
ƉƵďůŝĐĂĨĨŝƌŵĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĞǇƐŽƵŐŚƚƚŽŐĞŶĞƌĂƚĞƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƉƵďůŝĐĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶ ? ?92 Maynard Smith and the 
^^Z^ ?ƐǀŝĞǁƐthus ƉƌĞĚĂƚĞƐŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞƉŽŝŶƚƐŽŶƚŚĞ ‘ƉƵďůŝĐƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐŽĨƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ ?ŵŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ
ĂĚĚƌĞƐƐĞĚŝŶƚŚĞZŽǇĂů^ŽĐŝĞƚǇ ?Ɛ ? ? ? ?ƌĞƉŽƌƚǁŚŝĐŚƚŽŽ ‘asked for more science in the mass media 
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and urged scientists to improve their communications skills and to consider public communication as 
ĂĚƵƚǇ ? ?93 
s ? ‘dŚĞ>ǇƐĞŶŬŽĨĨĂŝƌ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? 
So far we have seen Maynard Smith in three roles on BBC radio: as a panellist (Who Knows?), inter-
ǀŝĞǁĞĞ ? ‘ŝŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĂĐŬůĂƐŚ ? ?ĂŶĚŝŶĚĞƉĞŶĚĞŶƚƐƉĞĂŬĞƌ ? “dŚĞĐŽŶƐĐŝĞŶĐĞŽĨƚŚĞƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚ ? ? ?&ƌŽŵ
focussing on science itself, these broadcasts moved into the political, discussing social implications of 
ƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ ?dŚĞǇƚŚƵƐŵŝƌƌŽƌƚŚĞ ?ƐŐĞŶĞƌĂůƚƌĞŶĚƚŽďĞĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůŽĨƐĐŝĞŶĐĞƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶƐŝŵƉůǇƉƌŽǀŝĚ ?
ŝŶŐĂƉůĂƚĨŽƌŵĨŽƌƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐ ?/ƚŝƐƚŝŵĞƚŽƐĞĞŝĨĂŶĚŚŽǁƚŚŝƐƚƌĂŶƐůĂƚĞƐƚŽDĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ
work, given the difference in format and his preference for radio. 
Maynard Smith had been doing television work in addition to his involvement with BBC radio since 
the mid-1960s. He was particularly involved with Horizon.  ‘dŚĞŝĚĞĂĨŽƌHorizon arose in the context 
of a review ŽĨƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵŝŶŐ ? ?94 and coincided with the BBC starting its new channel, BBC2.95 
 ‘ ?ŵƵƐƚĂƉƉĞĂůƚŽĂďƌŽĂĚŵĂũŽƌŝƚǇŽĨƚŚĞĂƵĚŝĞŶĐĞ ?ďƵƚǁĞŵƵƐƚŵĂŬĞƚŚĞŶĂƚƵƌĞŽĨƚŚŝƐĂƉƉĞĂů
ŶĞǁ ?ĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚ ?ĂŶĚĞǆĐŝƚŝŶŐ ? ?96 dŚĞƌĞǁĂƐƚŽďĞĂĨŽĐƵƐŽŶ “ĐƵůƚƵƌĞ ? ?ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĚĂŶŐĞƌŽĨ ĞůŝƚŝƐŵŶĞǀĞƌ
far away): literature, art, and music, but the programmes also included the sciences and social sci-
ences.97 Horizon ƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞƐĞƚŽƵƚ ‘ƚŽƉƌĞƐĞŶƚƐĐŝĞŶĐĞĂƐa culture ʹ as a field of human achievement 
and endeavour as lively ?ǀĂƌŝĞĚĂŶĚƌĞǁĂƌĚŝŶŐĂƐĂŶǇŽƚŚĞƌ ? ?98 Science should be presented the same 
way as other human activities, and Horizon ďĞĂƉƌŽŐƌĂŵŵĞŽŶ “ŝĚĞĂƐ ? ? ‘ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚ ?ŝŶŐ ?ƚŽƉĞŽƉůĞ
ŝŶŽƚŚĞƌĨŝĞůĚƐ ? ?99 The picture of science thĂƚǁĂƐƚŽďĞƉƌĞƐĞŶƚĞĚǁĂƐ ‘ĚĞƌŝǀĞĚĨƌŽŵdĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶ
ŝƚƐĞůĨ ? ?ŶŽƚďƵŝůĚŝŶŐŽŶĂĐĂĚĞŵŝĐĚŝƐĐŝƉůŝŶĞƐůŝŬĞƚŚĞŚŝƐƚŽƌǇŽĨƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ.100 The level of content was to 
ďĞ ‘ĂƚŽƌĂůŝƚƚůĞĂďŽǀĞƚŚĞ^ĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐŵĞƌŝĐĂŶůĞǀĞů ? W something Maynard Smith was familiar with, 
writing for the magazine New Scientist 101  
The pilot, produced in 1963, featured a short film profiling John Maynard Smith.102 The pilot itself 
was not received well by the programme director and never aired. But Maynard Smith had made 
enough of an impression to be called back for the second Horizon episode that did air,  “WĞƐƚŝĐŝdes 
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ĂŶĚWŽƐƚĞƌŝƚǇ ? ? ? ? ? ? ? ? Despite some negative press on this episode Horizon persevered and had 
screened over 1,100 editions by its fifty-year anniversary in 2014.103 Maynard Smith returned to ex-
amine  “'ĞŶĞƐŝŶĐƚŝŽŶ ?ŝŶ ? ? ? ?; both 1960s episodes involve discussion of the implications of, first, 
the use of pesticides and second, of genetic research.104 In the 1970s, Maynard Smith was involved in 
three further ĞƉŝƐŽĚĞƐ P “dŚĞ&ŝƌƐƚdĞŶzĞĂƌƐ ? (1974),  “dŚĞ>ǇƐĞŶŬŽĨĨĂŝƌ ?(1974), ĂŶĚ “dŚĞ^ĞůĨŝƐŚ
'ĞŶĞ ? ?1976). dŚĞƌĐŚŝǀĞƐŚŽůĚĨŝůĞƐŽŶƐŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞƐĞĞƉŝƐŽĚĞƐ ?ďƵƚ ?ĂƉĂƌƚĨƌŽŵƚŚĞ “^ĞůĨŝƐŚ
'ĞŶĞ ?ƐĐƌŝƉƚ ?DĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚŽŶůǇŬĞƉƚĐŽƌƌĞƐƉŽŶĚĞŶĐĞƌĞůĂƚĞĚƚŽ “dŚĞ>ǇƐĞŶŬŽĨĨĂŝƌ ? ?105 Even 
though least involved in this particular episode  W the producer thanked him for advising, but he did 
not make the credits  W it was the most personal for Maynard Smith.106 In fact, ƚŚĞĞƉŝƐŽĚĞ ?ƐƐƵďũĞĐƚ ?
ƚŚĞ>ǇƐĞŶŬŽĨĨĂŝƌ ?ǁĂƐƉŝǀŽƚĂůŝŶDĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐŽǁŶƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůĂŶĚƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐďĞůŝĞĨƐ ? 
The drama-documentary, first broadcast on 30 December 1974, charts the rise of Trofim Denisovich Ly-
senko, a Soviet agrobiologist who rejected Mendelian genetics and preferred a form of Lamarckian inher-
itance of acquired characters, called Michurinism. Maynard Smith had been a genetics student in the 
ůĂƚĞ ? ? ? ?Ɛ ?ĂŶĚĂƚƚŚĞƉĞĂŬŽĨƚŚĞ>ǇƐĞŶŬŽĂĨĨĂŝƌ ? ‘ ?ƚ ?ŚĞŝĚĞĂŽĨƚŚĞŝŶŚĞƌŝƚĂŶĐĞŽĨĂĐƋƵŝƌĞĚĐŚĂƌĂĐƚĞƌƐ
ĚŝĚŶŽƚƐĞĞŵƚŽŵĞŽďǀŝŽƵƐůǇĨĂůƐĞ PŝŶĚĞĞĚ ?/ǁĂƐƉƌĞũƵĚŝĐĞĚŝŶŝƚƐĨĂǀŽƵƌ ? ?ĂŶĚŚĞĚŝĚƐŽŵĞƌĞƐĞĂƌĐŚ
in that direction).107 The reason lay in his own Marxist past, as  
[t]here is something deeply undialectical about a gene that influences development, but is it-
self unaffected. I therefore do not think that those Marxist philosophers who supported Ly-
senko were merely jumping on a bandwagon, although doubtless some were. If they sincere-
ly believed that Marxism was a good guide to scientific practice  W and I certainly thought that 
in 1948  W then they were right to support Lysenko.108 
A Party member since 1939, Maynard Smith  W like other British Marxists at the time  W had dismissed 
gulags as capitalist propaganda. But he was trained in Mendelian genetics, and after a few experi-
ments which disproved Lamarckian inheritance as suggested by Lysenko, he was no longer sympa-
thetic to the direction Soviet science was taŬŝŶŐ ?/ŶĨĂĐƚ ?>ǇƐĞŶŬŽĞǀĞŶƚƵĂůůǇǁĂƐ ‘ƚŚĞĐƌĂĐŬŝŶƚŚĞ
ĚǇŬĞ ?ĨŽƌDĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐďĞůŝĞĨŝŶĂŶĚŝŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚǁŝƚŚĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƐŵ ?109  ‘/ĐĂŶƌĞŵĞŵďĞƌƚŽƚŚŝƐ
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ĚĂǇ ? ?ŚĞƌĞĐĂůůĞĚŝŶ ? ? ? ? ? ‘ƌĞĂĚŝŶŐƚŚĞ ? ? ? ?ďŽŽŬĂďŽƵƚƚŚĞƉƌŽĐĞĞĚŝŶŐƐŽĨƚŚĞ>ĞŶŝŶĐĂĚĞŵǇŽĨ
Agricultural Sciences or something, and being absolutely horrified ? ?110 At that moment, the Party offi-
cially endorsed a science he knew to be false.  
The Horizon episode opens with a re-ĞŶĂĐƚŵĞŶƚŽĨ>ǇƐĞŶŬŽ ?ƐƐƉĞĞĐŚŐŝǀĞŶĂƚƚŚŝƐŵĞĞƚŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞ>ĞŶŝŶ
Academy of Agricultural Sciences. Close-ups of Lysenko (played by Terrence Hardiman) are intercut 
with scenes depicting the ripping up and burning of genetics books and the destruction of laborato-
ries by uniformed men. As the speech ends, we see the assembled academicians rising and applaud-
ŝŶŐ>ǇƐĞŶŬŽ ?ǁŚŝůĞƚŚĞŶĂƌƌĂƚŽƌĞǆƉůĂŝŶƐƚŚĂƚ ? ‘/Ŷ ? ? ? ? ?ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞƐĞǁŽƌĚƐ ?ƚŚĞƐƚƵĚǇŽĨƚŚĞƐĐŝĞŶĐĞŽĨ
genetics officially ceased in Soviet ZƵƐƐŝĂ ? ?&ŽƌƚŚĞŶĞǆƚŚŽƵƌ ?ƌĞ-enactments, or dramatisations, are 
mixed with historical footage of Soviet farmers, Stalin, World War II, and Soviet industrialisation and 
collectivisation. The script interweaves the dialogue during the dramatisations with tŚĞŶĂƌƌĂƚŽƌ ?Ɛ
voice-over explanations. The episode shows the lead-ƵƉƚŽƚŚĞ ? ? ? ?ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ ?ĐŚƌŽŶŝĐůŝŶŐ>ǇƐĞŶŬŽ ?Ɛ
beginnings and career, his interactions with Nikolay Ivanovich Vavilov (a Soviet geneticist who de-
fended Mendelism against Lysenko and died in a Soviet prison camp in 1943), as well as the larger 
ŝƐƐƵĞƐŽĨZƵƐƐŝĂ ?ƐƉƌŽďůĞŵƐǁŝƚŚĨĞĞĚŝŶŐŝƚƐůĂƌŐĞƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ ?EĂǌŝ'ĞƌŵĂŶǇŝŶǀĂĚŝŶŐĂŶĚEĂǌŝƐĐŝĞŶ ?
tists leading to an association of genetics with eugenics and fascism. It then comes full circle by 
dramaƚŝƐŝŶŐŝŶŵŽƌĞĚĞƚĂŝůƚŚĞ ? ? ? ?ŵĞĞƚŝŶŐ ?ĐůŽƐŝŶŐǁŝƚŚ>ǇƐĞŶŬŽ ?ƐƐƉĞĞĐŚĂŶĚŵŽƌĞĨŽŽƚĂŐĞŽĨůĂď-
destroying and book-burning soldiers. The closing words are spoken over a pile of burning books in a 
dark barn or stable and a closing door, shutting out the lighƚ P ‘>ǇƐĞŶŬŽ ?ƐďŝŽůŽŐǇďĞĐĂŵĞƚŚĞŽĨĨŝĐŝĂů
dogma. Tragically, it lasted until 1965. But the consequences for the agricultural sciences are still 
ĂƉƉĂƌĞŶƚƚŽĚĂǇ ? ?
 “dŚĞ>ǇƐĞŶŬŽĨĨĂŝƌ ?ƚŚƵƐĚƌĂŵĂƚŝƐĞĚĂƌĞĐĞŶƚĞƉŝƐŽĚĞŽĨƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐĂŶĚƉŽůŝƚŝĐĂůŝŵƉŽƌƚĂŶĐĞ ?The 
hybrid of factual and fictionalised presentation chosen by writer John Wiles and producer Peter Jones 
tells an effective story, and historical documentaries like this have their origins in Britain.111 Classical-
ly, a narrator would dominate, and archival footage be used as illustration. In the 1970s, these forms 
ŽĨ ?ƌĞ ?ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚŝŶŐŚŝƐƚŽƌǇŽŶƚĞůĞǀŝƐŝŽŶǁĞƌĞ ‘ƌĞƉůĂĐĞĚůĂƌŐĞůǇďǇŵŽƌĞĞŶƚĞƌƚĂŝŶŝŶŐĨŽƌŵƐ ?ůŝŬĞŝŶĐůƵ ?
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ƐŝŽŶŽĨŽƌĂůŚŝƐƚŽƌǇŝŶƚĞƌǀŝĞǁƐ ?ǁŚŝĐŚǁĞĚŽŶŽƚŚĂǀĞŝŶ “dŚĞ>ǇƐĞŶŬŽĨĨĂŝƌ ? ?ŽƌĨŝĐƚŝŽŶĂůŝƐĂƚŝons of 
events (which we do have).112 But the format raises several questions about the perception of history 
ĂŶĚŝŶŚŽǁĨĂƌ “ĨĂĐƚ ?ĐĂŶďĞĚŝĨĨĞƌĞŶƚŝĂƚĞĚĨƌŽŵ “ĨŝĐƚŝŽŶ ? ?For Maynard Smith, this was worrying giv-
en the importance of the Lysenko Affair for him personally and the science of genetics and sci-
ence/politics interaction more generally.113 He voiced his concerns about the blurring of fact and fic-
tion to Jones, writing that although he felt that they had  ‘ŐŽƚƚŚĞƐƉŝƌŝƚŽĨƚŚĞƚŚŝŶŐĂďŽƵƚƌŝŐŚƚ ? ?he 
was 
not very happy about dramatized reconstructions about issues as controversial as this one. 
The audience have a right to know which remarks were actually made and which have been 
invented. My impression was that you had kept less close to the available written sources 
than you might have done.114  
Maynard Smith wondered if he could be sent the script to check it against the source material. Par-
ticularly, he was thinking about the 1948 meeting  W since transcripts existed for this meeting, there 
was no excuse for not using them.115 :ŽŶĞƐ ?ƌĞƉůǇŝƐƌĞŵŝŶŝƐĐĞŶƚŽĨ^ŝŶŐĞƌ ?ƐƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐŽĨƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ
ďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚŝŶŐ P ‘ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇŵƵƐƚďĞŐŝǀĞŶƚŽƚŚĞŵĞĚŝƵŵƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶƚŽƐĐŝĞŶƚŝĨŝĐƉĞĚĂŶƚƌǇ ? ?116 Jones too 
established effectiveness and engagement value of a programme over literal accuracy. He agreed 
with Maynard Smith ƚŚĂƚĚƌĂŵĂƚŝƐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞƉĂƐƚŝƐ ‘ĂƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌůǇĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶ ?ƚŚĂƚ ‘ĐĞƌƚĂŝŶůǇ
worries me ? ?dŚĞƌĞǁĞƌĞŐƵŝĚĞůŝŶĞƐďƵƚĚŝƐĐƵƐƐŝŽŶǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞŚĂĚďĞĞŶŝŶĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝǀĞ ? (The Docu-
mentary and Magazines Department had actually closed down in 1955.117) Jones trusted in the audi-
ĞŶĐĞƐ ?ĂďŝůŝƚǇƚŽƌĞĂůŝƐĞƉĂƌƚƐǁĞƌĞĚƌĂŵĂƚŝƐĞĚĂŶĚƚŚƵƐƚŽĂŶĞǆƚĞŶƚĨŝĐƚŝŽŶĂůŝƐĞĚ P ‘ĂĨƚĞƌĂůů ?ŶŽƌĞĐŽƌĚ
can exist of many of the private conversationƐƉŽƌƚƌĂǇĞĚ ? ?,ĞĞŶƐƵƌĞĚDĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ŚŽǁĞǀĞƌ ?ƚŚĂƚ
even those scenes were based on research in an attempt to be as authentic, if not accurate, as possi-
ble. Importantly, and certainly for Maynard Smith  W ǁŚŽǁĂƐƉƵƚĂƚĞĂƐĞďǇ:ŽŶĞƐ ?ůĞƚƚĞƌ Wwas the 
following point. The hybrid of presentation modes was particularly effective for science documen-
taries and in portraying the activities of science. 
 21 
 
I do not know whether you will agree with this but most conventional science documentaries 
can deal quite well with an idea or a concept sometimes very well, but it can only rarely 
communicate what doing science is like in a particular political or historical climate.118 
Science is not always straightforwardly translatable from the lab or office. Science documentaries 
employing dramatisation can be said to both illustrate and construct science (the same goes for his-
ƚŽƌŝĐĂůĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƌŝĞƐ ?ĂŶĚŝŶƚŚĞĐĂƐĞŽĨ “dŚĞ>ǇƐĞŶŬŽĨĨĂŝƌ ?ǁĞĂƌĞĚĞĂůŝŶŐǁŝƚŚďŽƚŚƐĐŝĞŶĐĞĂŶĚ
history).119 While documentaries aim at presenting realitǇ ?ƚŚĞǇĂƌĞ ‘Ă:ĂŶƵƐ-face genre, at the same 
ƚŝŵĞĞǀŝĚĞŶĐĞĂŶĚĂƌƚŝĨŝĐĞ ? ?120 DĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐĐŽŵƉůĂŝŶƚĂďŽƵƚďůƵƌƌŝŶŐƚŚĞůŝŶĞƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶĨĂĐƚĂŶĚ
fiction in re-enactments echoes that directed at producers when they first started using these new 
ways of visualisation. The BBC continued to use dramatisations in its documentaries however, and 
ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚƚŚĞŝƌƵƐĞĂŶĚƐƚĂŐĞĚƐĐĞŶĞƐĂĨƚĞƌ ? ? ? ? ?ŐƌĞĂƚůǇ ‘ĞǆƉĂŶĚ ?ŝŶŐ ?ƚŚĞĐƌĞĂƚŝǀĞƉŽƐƐŝďŝůŝƚŝĞƐŽĨ
ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƌƐĂŶĚĚŝƌĞĐƚŽƌƐ ? ?ƚƚŚĞƐĂŵĞƚŝŵĞ ?ƌĞ-ĞŶĂĐƚŵĞŶƚƐ ‘ǁĞƌĞĂůŵŽƐƚŝnvariably paired off with 
ƚŚĞĂƵƚŚŽƌŝƚĂƚŝǀĞĞǆƉŽƐŝƚŽƌǇŵŽĚĞ ?ŽĨƚĞŶǀŽŝĐĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚĂƌĞŵŝŶŝƐĐŝŶŐƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚ ? ?121 
KǀĞƌĂůů ? “dŚĞ>ǇƐĞŶŬŽĨĨĂŝƌ ?ŝƐůĞƐƐĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇĐŽŶŶĞĐƚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞŝĚĞĂŽĨƐĐŝĞŶĐĞĐŽŵŵƵŶŝĐĂƚŝŽŶďĞŝŶŐĂ
ƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚ ?ƐƐŽĐŝĂůƌĞƐƉŽŶƐŝďŝůŝƚǇ ?ƵƚŝƚŚŝŐhlights a related responsibility, one on which scientist and 
ƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƌĚŝƐĂŐƌĞĞĚĂƐǁĞŚĂǀĞĂůƌĞĂĚǇƐĞĞŶŝŶƚŚĞĐĂƐĞŽĨƚŚĞƌĂĚŝŽǁŝƚŚ ‘ŝŽůŽŐŝĐĂůĂĐŬůĂƐŚ ? P
whether content or medium takes precedence. On a topic as politically and scientifically charged as 
the Lysenko Affair, Maynard Smith  W who had lived through it  W felt that scientific and historical accu-
ƌĂĐǇŶĞĞĚƚŽďĞƚŚĞƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇ ?dŚĞƉƵďůŝĐŚĂĚĂƌŝŐŚƚƚŽŬŶŽǁ “ǁŚĂƚƌĞĂůůǇŚĂƉƉĞŶĞĚ ? ?Ƶƚ:ŽŶĞƐĂƐ ?
serted that in (scientific) documentaries, authenticity is more important than accuracy. His profes-
ƐŝŽŶĂůĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞĂƐƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƌŽǀĞƌƌŝĚĞƐDĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐĂƐĂŐĞŶĞƚŝĐŝƐƚ ?ůŵŽƐƚĂĚĞĐĂĚĞĂĨƚĞƌƵďƌĞǇ
^ŝŶŐĞƌ ?ƐůĞĐƚƵƌĞŽŶƐĐŝĞŶĐĞďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚŝŶŐ ?ŚŝƐƉƌŝŶĐŝƉůĞƐƐƚŝůůŚĞůĚ ? 
VI. Conclusion 
As Morley notes, we must not treat ƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐ ?ŶŽŶ-specialist communications as being of less value 
than their specialist outputs.122 ^ŽŵĞƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐ ?ůŝŬĞDƵŶƌŽ&Žǆ ? ‘ƐƵĐĐĞƐƐĨƵůůǇũƵŐŐůĞĚƚŚĞƚǁŽĂĐƚŝǀŝ ?
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ƚŝĞƐ ? ?ƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶůĞƚƚŝŶŐŽŶĞƚĂŬĞŽǀĞƌƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌ ?ĂƐŚ ƉƉĞŶĞĚ ?ĨŽƌŝŶƐƚĂŶĐĞ ?with Sir Julian Huxley or 
Sir John Arthur Thompson, whose research output diminished as their non-specialist work in-
creased.123 John Maynard Smith was equally exceptional in maintaining both a highly successful re-
search career and being a public intellectual who regularly appeared on radio and television.   
KƵƌĨŽƵƌĐĂƐĞƐƚƵĚŝĞƐƐŚŽǁƚŚĂƚDĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ƐŝŶǀŽůǀĞŵĞŶƚŝŶƐĐŝĞŶĐĞďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚŝŶŐĐŽŶĨŝƌŵƐ
points raised by Boon, Jones and Keller about internal BBC developments towards increasing media-
tion and the estĂďůŝƐŚŵĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞƉƌŽĚƵĐĞƌ ?ƐƉƌŽĨĞƐƐŝŽŶĂůĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞŽǀĞƌƚŚĞĐŽŶƚĞŶƚĞǆƉĞƌƚŝƐĞŽĨ
scientists. Maynard Smith too changed from being the creator of his own content in the very first 
broadcasts to being primarily (though not exclusively) a contributor from the late 1960s onwards. In 
terms of content, his work changed from more straightforward exposition of scientific ideas to dis-
ĐƵƐƐŝŽŶŽĨƐĐŝĞŶĐĞĂŶĚƐŽĐŝĞƚǇƌĞůĂƚŝŽŶƐŚŝƉƐ ?tŚŝůĞŝŶŝƚŝĂůůǇĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůŽĨĨŽĐƵƐŝŶŐŵŽƌĞŽŶƐĐŝĞŶĐĞ ?ƐƐŽ ?
cial implications than science ?ƐŝĚĞĂƐ ?ŚĞĐĂŵĞƚŽĚŝƐĐƵƐƐďŽƚŚ ?/ŶĨĂĐƚ ?ŚĞĐĂƌƌŝĞĚƐŽŵĞŽĨƚŚĞƐĞŝĚĞĂƐ
over into his support for the British Society for Social Responsibility in Science, which tried to address 
the same shifts in attitudes towards science from within science that the BBC was meeting in its shift 
to more science-critical programming. At the same time that Maynard Smith reflected on the science 
and society relationship he also reflected on the science and media relationship, staying critical both 
publicly and privately. Given his conviction that scientists needed to speak about their work, it is not 
ƐƵƌƉƌŝƐŝŶŐƚŚĂƚŚĞƐƵďŵŝƚƚĞĚƚŽƚŚĞ ?ƐŵĞĚŝĂƚŝŽŶ Wit was an important platform for speaking to 
non-specialists  W but he could not shake off his preference for accuracy over authenticity in science 
broadcasting. 
&ƵƌƚŚĞƌŵŝĐƌŽŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĞƐůŝŬĞƚŚĞĂďŽǀĞĨƌŽŵƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐ ?ƉŽŝŶƚƐŽĨǀŝĞǁŽĨƐĐŝĞŶĐĞďƌŽĂĚĐĂƐƚŝŶŐ ?ĚŝĨĨĞƌ ?
ences between radio and television and long-ƚĞƌŵƚƌĞŶĚƐǁŝůůŚĞůƉĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚƐ ?ŵŽƚŝǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ
more broadly. PĂƵůDĞƌĐŚĂŶƚ ?ƐŽƌĂůŚŝƐƚŽƌŝĞƐ ?ĨŽƌĞǆĂŵƉůĞ ?ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞƚŚĂƚ 
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[t]he desire to communicate beyond science seems to have been more strongly connected to 
their own experience than to a concern for the experience of others. [...] there is very little 
talk of duty or interest in public understanding in these interviews.124 
/ŶDĂǇŶĂƌĚ^ŵŝƚŚ ?ǁĞŚĂǀĞƐĞĞŶƚŚĞŽƉƉŽƐŝƚĞ PĂĨŽĐƵƐŽŶĞǆƉůĂŝŶŝŶŐƐĐŝĞŶĐĞĂŶĚŝƚďĞŝŶŐĂƐĐŝĞŶƚŝƐƚ ?Ɛ
social responsibilities. He returned to radio and television time and again, still speaking about and 
being interviewed about the big and small questions of evolution, genetics and science until a few 
years before his death in 2004.  
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